














STATEMENT OF APPEAL

The Notice of Zoning Violation (the “Notice™) alleges, without any specificity, violations of Sec.
25-463(a) (Signage), Sec. 25-503 (Lighting), Sec. 25-571 (Zoning Permit), and Sec. 25-573 (Site
Plan) of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance (the “Zoning Ordinance™) at Pilot Travel
Center, LLC’s (the “Appellant’) business at 2966 Lee Highway in Troutville, Virginia (the
“Property™).

The basis of the Notice seems to center on the refacing of the signage on the Property coincident
to a rebranding of the business. The Notice alleges that the refacing of the signage violated the
Zoning Ordinance by failing to obtain a Sign Permit and installing impermissible signs.

However, Section 25-461(i)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance specifically permits the refacing of non-
conforming signs under certain conditions. The refacing of the signs at the Property met all the
required conditions. In fact, the refaced signage reduced, rather than enlarged, the non-
conformity of the signage.

The Appellant has not been provided any specifics with regard to the alleged violations. The only
information provided was a photograph sent to the Appellant’s sign contractor without
explanation. As such, Appellant can only believe that the alleged violations relate to the main
sign at the front of the Property.

Exhibit A shows the legal non-conforming sign as it existed prior to the refacing.
Exhibit B shows the same sign as it currently exists after the refacing.
As can clearly be seen, there has been no increase in the non-conformity of the sign. In fact, as
mentioned, the non-conformity was reduced. Specifically, the two “reader boards™ at the bottom

of the sign have been removed. The remaining sign faces are the same size as existed prior to the
refacing.

The Notice also alleges violations, again without any specificity, related to the canopies. The
Appellant can only assume they, too, relate to the signage refacing since no other changes were
made to the canopies.
Again, Section 25-461(1)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance permits this refacing.

Exhibits C and D show the signage on the canopy prior to the refacing.

Exhibits E and F show the signage on the canopy after the refacing.
Again, there was no increase in the non-conformity of the signage on the canopy.
Beyond the refacing of the signage at the Property no other changes were made to the Property.
As such, the Appellant does not have any understanding of the alleged violations related to a

Zoning Permit, a required Site Plan or required Lighting Plan. Accordingly, Appellant reserves
the right to supplement this response if further clarity is provided by the Zoning Administratior.



